Introduction
Current understanding of the flabelligerid polychaetes is quite irregular since some groups have received more attention than others. For example, deep-sea, borers, or those provided with very thick cuticles are relatively less known than the more active, shallow water forms. Among the latter are the members of Flabelligera Sars, 1829. However, despite the fact that many species were described in the 19 th century, there are many taxonomic problems in the whole family. Thus, after Grube's (1877) revision, the definition of flabelligerid genera has been based upon the relative tunic development, together with the pattern of anterior end appendages, including branchiae, and chaetal features. Some later publications have been refining the early proposals, especially those made by Støp-Bowitz (1948a) , Day (1961 Day ( , 1967 , whereas the anterior end appendages were clarified by Spies (1975) . Some species previously regarded as members of Flabelligera Sars, 1829 have been transferred to Flabelliderma Hartman, 1969; further, some morphological features like the formation of large, dorsal tubercles, were employed to provide a general approach to re-organize the species belonging to these two genera (Salazar-Vallejo 2007) .
Because Flabelligera is the type genus for the family, understanding some historical details is relevant for the Flabelligeridae. Oken (1807:1168) proposed Pherusa for Amphitrite plumosa Müller, 1776; a few years later (Oken 1815:377), he defined the genus and the species. The first publication was overlooked while the second one prompted discussion, and even some replacement names, because by using the second publication by Oken, it would become a junior homonym of some previously used names in other groups. The date issue was resolved by Støp-Bowitz (1948a:13) , such that Pherusa has been retained for polychaetes.
In the original description for A. plumosa, Müller (1776:216) stated: "cirro longo utrinque, flabellis caput setasque pediformis tegentibus" (long lateral branchiae, head with (chaetal) fan and chaetose foot-like). He attributed the name to Fabricius, probably because he had access to a supposedly, soon-to-be-published manuscript. Fabricius (1780:288-289) provided a more complete description; the more relevant features are (p.
288): "Haec sub involucro suo pupam mentitur … Corpus integrum pellucidum … Sub singulo flabello versus abdomen seta simplex robustior s. aculeus longior retro curvatus, aureo-nitidus … cuius labium superius tenuislimis brevibus numerosis purpureis obsitum … Flabella 2 maiora antrorsum tendentia caput obtegunt antice supraque connivencia, infra patentia. Involucrum cinereum sericeum, quasi exuviae, totum corpus cingit tam accurate… (p. 289) Interdum contingit feminudum vel plane nudum conspciere vivaciorem…. Extremeitatibus suis connuvens larvam simulat."
These fragments translate as (p. 288): 'It simulates a pupa in its involucrum … Body completely transparent … Ventrally, one simple robust acicula-like chaeta, curved, golden… over the lip abundant thin purple filaments… Two large fans cover the head, imperceptible from above but visible from below. Involucrum gray, silky, dehiscent, cover the body … (p. 289) It can be seen without the cover behaving more actively … Resembles a larva by retracting the appendages.'
By following these characteristics, one has the impression that Fabricius studied at least two different forms: one would correspond with what is currently regarded as Flabelligera, because most of the above features can be easily seen in that genus; however, by referring to a form without a tunic, he might have included what we now regard as Pherusa. Conversely, the retractable appendices should be assigned to Flabelligera, since there are only eight branchial filaments in Pherusa. However, despite the fact that most features could be linked to Flabelligera, the confusion remained and was continued by the redescription made a few years later (Müller, 1789:16-17, Pl. 90, Figs. 1, 2) . There, he still referred to the dehiscent tunic, added some biological notes, and two figures belonging to what now is regarded as Pherusa.
The confusion was resolved by Sars (1829:31-34, Pl. 3, Figs. 16-19) . First, he restricted P. plumosa to those forms with long cephalic cage chaetae and only eight branchial filaments. Second, he described F. affinis to include
